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gnificance of the fact, cited on page 8,

in being able to provide enough compressors
domestic needs? Does this not make

nes extremely difficult? Also, how many
rarbines weouléd be reguired to realize the
iing export lines?

jts several difficult policy options for
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9031t‘on and the changes in European demand
*ely assessed. Original versus curxreantly
lumes, przce, hard currency earnings, number
rries, f£inancial packages, and gas dependency
1 be aédressed. The influence of the
opposition to the project inm July 1981
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g-down and withdrawals £rom the project,

iLs the percentage of the scale-down from
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the mid-80s and beyons
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)¢ an evaluation for a future re-scaling
11 volumes, or possibly even greatar.

The
;low-on hard currency flow, equipment

} be fully integrated into the analysis

jed in ranges over the life of the projact.

uld attempt to quantify the costs of

riet and East European economias if cuorrsnt
S need to be substantially restructurasd
joviet delivery commitments to the West in
}. Considerations should include the impact
jfalls on the political stability, solvency
rexforrance of Easterm Europe. In short,
jct on the cohesiveness of the Soviet Bloc?

should be made of the longer term affects
rcainties introduced by current U.S. policies
} purchiases or off-take rates by existing
purchasers of Soviet gas. For example,
jtcern turbine and other U.S. derived equip-
'oject be blocked, how much could this affect
£ Soviet gas? We note that Belgium and the
lost interest in Soviet gas after failing
lor the pipeline. What would be the economic
levels of Western purchases, as low as

| report, on Saviet hard currency earnings
Would the pipeline still be built to carry

nld provide a more detailed estimats of
between hyncthetical Soviet gas export
acted delivery schedules for the period
Sion *that the Soviets can pump scma gas
remains unpersuasive. The more critical
ey can meet European demands as they arise
the contract. The report assumes that
ported turbines the Soviets will deliver
experts estimate, however, that betwsen 7

e required to achieve this through-put.

sessment of the types of problems the
encounter in reengineering the export
fewer or a mix of compressors/turbinss

For example, if the main control computer
machine, many experts believe you cannot
chine and expect it to function adequataly.
and Western-designed compressor statiocns

et and Western equipment also differ in
and power and air intake requirements.
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The report fails to assess who would be responsible for

designing and impleme
of the gas might be a

change its economic a|

and West Europeans?

-= The Directora
the problems in using
impact on the turbine
Pignone, and AEG. We
that prospect, since

The description af thj
ot figures provided by the management of

inaccurate and based
John Brown.

-=- The short sec
shoulé bes strengthene
security advantages t
precisely including ¢
neuvtralize or roll-ba
period of rapid Sovie
in Eastern Eurcpe and
dependencias, particu
908%) and their impact
be at least mentioned

-= The USSR's re&q
of its adversaries or
enerxgy sacurity conce
Albania, etc.

-= The USSR's reg¢
‘a supplier should alsq
back to Austria, prob},

etc.

--= An assgsessment
of North Sea gas and

to diminish the markef:

pting these changes and how the price
ffected. Would redesigning the project
Etractiveness from either the Soviets

Fe of Intelligence should address some of
Alstihom rotors, including its financial
oroducers, such as John Brown, Nuovo
understand that they are not welcoming
AA's prices are so much higher than G.E.'s.
financial impact an Johp Brown appears

rion 2n Soviet "Political Objectives”

1. The geopolitical, energy and econcmic
) Moscow need to ne spelled out mors

e Sovierts’ use of trade incentiwves to

-k Western strategic interests during a

F military build Lp and the current crisis
Angan-stan. The impact of Soviat gas
larly Za certain German states {Bavaris -
on alliance cohesion and resolve should
in this co-nection.

rord of manipulating the energy supplies
clients should be related to our Wastern
fns, i.e., PRC, Yugoslavia (1980-81),

rord of flawed technical reliability as
) be assessed, i.e., 1981 -- 30-40% cut-
ems with Orenburg deliveries to Europe,

the potential impact
other non-Soviar sources
gas to Westerm Europe.

should be made of
the develcopment of
rability of Soviet
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